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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Rasaat (EP 

0338703). 

Regarding claim 1, Rasaat discloses a display for a motorcycle which provides velocity 
(col. 2, lines 40-50 and vol. 5, lines 40-45) information to the driver that is projected on the 
screen of the motorcycle in front of a riding position of the driver, where the visual field of the 
driver is divided into a central field and peripheral field on the screen and the image is located in 
the peripheral field (see col. 3, lines 30-52). The image is a linear pattern (see figure 5) extending 
the peripheral field of view. Further Webster defines stripe as a line or long narrow section 
differing in color or texture. Webster defines linear as composed of simply drawn lines with little 
attempt at pictorial presentation. Applicant illustration of the image is a group of circles in a 
linear patter. Thus the drawing figure 5 of Rasaat is defined by Webster to be a stripe or linear 
pattern. And, Rassat includes an exclamation point/warning element (110) as part of the linear 
pattern. 
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Regarding claim 2, Rasaat discloses the image is above the central field (col. 3, lines 47- 

52). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U S C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4-5,20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat, as 
applied above in claim 1, in view of Hennessy et al (US 6,014,1 17). 

Regarding claim 4, Rasaat discloses the image is 15 degrees from the center point. 
However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the width of the image the horizontal direction is 
determined the angle formed between two lines extending from a point in the central field to both 
ends of the image is at least 20 degrees. However, Hennessy teaches that display system with 
convey vehicle guidance information is generally displayed within 30 degrees of vision of the 
central field of view of the user (col. 1, lines 60-67 and col. 3, lines 38-50). And Hennessy further 
illustrates an embodiment where information can be displayed in peripheral field of view. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify Rasaat, such that the angle of the two lines extending from a point in the central region 
be at least 20 to prevent eye strain. 
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Regarding claim 5, Rasaat discloses the image is 15 degrees from the center point. 
However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the width of the image the horizontal direction is 
determined the angle formed between two lines extending from an uppermost and lowermost 
point in the central field to both ends of the image is at least greater than 20 degrees. However, 
Hennessy teaches that display system with convey vehicle guidance information is generally 
displayed within 30 degrees of vision of the central field of view of the user (col. 1, lines 60-67 
and col. 3, lines 38-50). And Hennessy further illustrates an embodiment where information can 
be displayed in peripheral field of view at angle of greater than 20 degrees. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Rasaat, such that the angle of the two lines extending from a point in the central region be at least 
20 to prevent eye strain, and reduce the cognitive and visual demands of the user. 

Regarding claim 20, Rasaat discloses a motorcycle with a central and a peripheral field 
where the image is displayed. Hennessy further illustrates an embodiment where information can 
be displayed in peripheral field of view at angle of greater than 20 degrees. And the Examiner 
takes official notice that displaying image information in the peripheral regions around the 
central region is notoriously well known to head display equipment. Further, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Rasaat 
and Hennessy to provide information in the bottom peripheral portion of the screen since 
displaying information in the bottom peripheral region is well known in the art. 

Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat, as 
applied above in claim 1, in view of Lu (US 4,998,976) 
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Regarding claim 6, Rasaat has an electronic display for providing information to the user. 
However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a projection display. Although, it is 
well known in the art, as taught by Lu. In the same field of endeavor, Lu discloses a display unit 
for motorcycles where a projection display (see figure 9 and 10) is incorporated to project an 
image on the windshield or helmet of user. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Rasaat, as taught by Lu, to provide a 
projection display device to provide information in the viewer line of sight. 

Regarding claim 7, as discussed above in claim 6, Rasaat has an electronic display for 
providing information to the user. However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a 
projection display comprises a plurality of light sources. Lu discloses using vacuum fluorescent 
display as the projection display apparatus. And the Examiner takes official notice that a 
projector comprising a plurality of light sources is notoriously well known in the art of projection 
systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a projector as claimed, to provide a clear and bright image. 

Regarding claim 8, as discussed above in claim 6, Rasaat has an electronic display for 
providing information to the user. However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a 
projection display comprises a plurality of light sources and other claimed features. Although, Lu 
disclose using vacuum fluorescent display as the projection display apparatus where the projector 
is on a substrate in case with a lens for covering a portion of the case (see figure 10 and col. 15- 
35). And the Examiner takes official notice that a projector comprising a plurality of light 
sources is notoriously well known in the art of projection systems. Thus, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a 
projector as claimed, to provide a clear and bright image. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat in view of 
Lu (US 4,998,976), as applied above in claim 8, further in view of Hennessy et al (US 
6,014,117). 

Regarding claim 9, as discussed above, Rasaat and Lu disclose a motorcycle with 
projection system. , Rasaat further discloses the image is 15 degrees from the center point. 
However, Rasaat and Lu fail to specifically disclose the width of the image the horizontal 
direction is determined the angle formed between two lines extending from an uppermost and 
lowermost point in the central field to both ends of the image is at least greater than 20 degrees. 
Although, Hennessy teaches that a display system that conveys vehicle guidance information is 
generally displayed within 30 degrees of vision of the central field of view of the user (col. 1, 
lines 60-67 and col. 3, lines 38-50). And Hennessy further illustrates an embodiment where 
information can be displayed in peripheral field of view at angle of greater than 20 degrees. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Rasaat, such that the angle of the two lines extending from a point in the central 
region be at least 20 to prevent eye strain, and reduce the cognitive and visual demands of the 
user. 

Claims 10-13,21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat 
in view of Lu (US 4,998,976) 

Regarding claim 10, Rasaat discloses a display for a motorcycle which provides velocity 
(col. 2, lines 40-50 and vol. 5, lines 40-45) information to the driver that is projected on the 
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screen of the motorcycle in front of a riding position of the driver, where the visual field of the 
driver is divided into a central field and peripheral field on the screen and the image is located in 
the peripheral field (see col. 3, lines 30-52). Rasaat has an electronic display for providing 
information to the user. The image is a linear pattern (see figure 5) extending the peripheral field 
of view. Furl her Webster defines stripe as a line or long narrow section differing in color or 
texture. Webster defines linear as composed of simply drawn lines with little attempt at pictorial 
presentation. Applicant illustration of the image is a group of circles in a linear patter. Thus the 
drawing figure 5 of Rasaat is defined by Webster to be a stripe or linear pattern. And Rassat 
includes an exclamation point warning element (110) as part of the linear pattern. 

However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a projection display. 
Although, it is well known in the art, as taught by Lu. In the same field of endeavor, Lu discloses 
a display unit for motorcycles where a projection display (see figure 9 and 10) is incorporated to 
project an image on the windshield or helmet of user. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Rasaat, as taught by Lu, to 
provide a projection display device to provide information in the viewer line of sight. 

Further, Rasaat discloses the display information is above the central position. And the 
information is fifteen degrees from the center point. However, Rasaat fails to specifically 
disclose the view is approximately six degrees in the vertical direction as defined by 90 percent 
of all drivers riding posture on the motorcycle. Since Rasaat and Lu disclose the claimed 
invention except for field of view defined as six degrees in the vertical direction, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide this 
feature, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
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prior art, discovering the optimum or workable range involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

Regarding claim 1 l,as discussed above in claim 10, Rasaat has an electronic display for 
providing information to the user. However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a 
projection display comprises a plurality of light sources. Lu discloses using vacuum fluorescent 
display as the projection display apparatus. And the Examiner takes official notice that a 
projector comprising a plurality of light sources is notoriously well known in the art of projection 
systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a projector as claimed, to provide a clear and bright image. 

Regarding claim 12, as discussed above in claim 10, Rasaat has an electronic display for 
providing information to the user. However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is a 
projection display comprises a plurality of light sources and other claimed features. Although, Lu 
disclose using vacuum fluorescent display as the projection display apparatus where the projector 
is on a substrate in case with a lens for covering a portion of the case (see figure 10 and col. 1 5- 
35). And the Examiner takes official notice that a projector comprising a plurality of light 
sources is notoriously well known in the art of projection systems. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a 
projector as claimed, to provide a clear and bright image. 

Regarding claim 13, Rasaat discloses the image is above the central field (col. 3, lines 47- 

52). 

Regarding claim 21, Rasaat and Lu disclose a motorcycle with a central and a peripheral 
field where the image is displayed. And the Examiner takes official notice that displaying image 
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information in the peripheral regions around the central region is notoriously well known to head 
display equipment. Further, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Rasaat to provide information in the bottom peripheral 
portion of the screen since displaying information in the bottom peripheral region is well known 
in the art. 



Claims 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat in 
view of Lu, as applied above in claim 10, further in view of Hennessy et al (US 6,014,1 17). 

Regarding claim 15, Rasaat discloses the image is 15 degrees from the center point. 
However, Rasaat and Lu fail to specifically disclose the width of the image the horizontal 
direction is determined the angle formed between two lines extended from a point in the central 
field to both ends of the image is at least 20 degrees. However, Hennessy teaches that display 
system with convey vehicle guidance information is generally displayed within 30 degrees of 
vision of the central field of view of the user (col. 1, lines 60-67 and col. 3, lines 38-50). And 
Hennessy further illustrates an embodiment where information can be displayed in peripheral 
field of view. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Rasaat and Lu, such that the angle of the two lines extending from 
a point in the central region be at least 20 to prevent eye strain. 

Regarding claim 16, Rasaat discloses the image is 15 degrees from the center point. 
However, Rasaat and Lu fails to specifically disclose the width of the image the horizontal 
direction is determined the angle formed between two lines extending from an uppermost and 
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lowermost point in the central field to both ends of the image is at least greater than 20 degrees. 
However, Hennessy teaches that display system with convey vehicle guidance information is 
generally displayed within 30 degrees of vision of the central field of view of the user (col. 1, 
lines 60-67 and col. 3, lines 38-50). And Hennessy further illustrates an embodiment where 
information can be displayed in peripheral field of view at angle of greater than 20 degrees. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Rasaat, such that the angle of the two lines extending from a point in the central 
region be at least 20 to prevent eye strain, and reduce the cognitive and visual demands of the 
user. 

Regarding claim 17-18, as discussed above in claim 16, Rasaat has an electronic display 
for providing information to the user. However, Rasaat fails to specifically disclose the display is 
a projection display comprises a plurality of light sources and other claimed features. Although, 
Lu disclose using vacuum fluorescent display as the projection display apparatus where the 
projector is on a substrate in case with a lens for covering a portion of the case (see figure 10 and 
col. 15-35). And the Examiner takes official notice that a projector comprising a plurality of light 
sources is notoriously well known in the art of projection systems. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a 
projector as claimed, to provide a clear and bright image. 

Regarding claim 19, Rasaat discloses the image is above the central field (col. 3, lines 47-52; 
figure 5). 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rasaat in view of Pollard 
(US 5,243,417). 
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Regarding claim 22, Rasaat discloses displaying the motor RPM and velocity of the motorcycle, 
as well as a warning exclamation point. Rasaat fails to specifically disclose an embodiment 
where the traffic information indicated an approaching vehicle, traffic signal or guardrails. 
Although, it is well known in the art, as taught by Pollard. 

In the same field of endeavor, Pollard discloses a motorcycle where a computing device 
detects a speed of a vehicle approaching from behind (col. 2, lines 50-65). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Rasaat, as taught Pollard, to further increase the safety of the rider by displaying approaching 
vehicle information which is important information when the biker would like to change lanes. 

Claims 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pollard (US 
5,243,417). 

Regarding claim 23, Pollard discloses a heads up display for a motorcycle comprising a 
receiver for computing the velocity and direction (traffic information) of a vehicle approaching 
from behind (see col. 2, lines 50-63) where a HUD system (col. 3, lines 5-10) projects and image 
produced by the receive onto a wind screen. Pollard computer device inherently include code for 
processing image data and determining speed (controller). Although, Pollard discloses the 
receiver and controller as integrated pieces, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to produce separate controls and receivers, since it 
has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements involves only 
routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. However, Pollard fails to 
specifically disclose the receiver is receiving information from a transmitter of the approaching 
car or device fixed along a roadway. Although, the Examiner takes official notice that is 
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notoriously well known in the art for receiver of one vehicle to receiver information from a 
transmitter of another vehicle or roadway transmitter (smart cars). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Pollard, 
to allow traffic information to be transmitted from a transmitter of another vehicle, as aid in 
prevent collisions, thus, improving road safety for motorcycle driver who have a greater risk of 
being seriously injured when involved in an accident. 

Regarding claim 24, Pollard discloses the image displayed can be of the approaching car. 
Pollard also provides for additional visual or audio devices to warn the biker of an approaching 
vehicle (see col. 2, lines 55-63). 

Regarding claim 25, Pollard discloses the image of the approaching vehicle can be 
reversed to provide logical orientation of the approaching vehicle. Thus, Pollard system provides 
for image processing/programming. However, Pollard fails to specifically disclose an 
embodiment where the image is a horizontal row of circular images. Although, the Examiner 
takes official notice that it is notoriously well known for information display systems of vehicles 
to display various graphical features, for example numbers and exclamation points. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to select any of the these known equivalents for their use in providing 
traffic information as such would be within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 26, Pollard discloses the display is mounted to the vehicle. However, the 
Examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously well known in the art that a display system 
for vehicle operator can be a head mounted display system to display traffic information in visual 
and/or audio form. And since Pollard suggest audio warning (col. 2,lines 58-62) system can be 
added to an embodiment of his display system, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Pollard to provide for a helmet 
mounted display system since it would provide the equivalent function of providing traffic 
information to the biker while not also causing the riders head to turn to view approaching 
traffic. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant again argues that Rasaat fails to disclose a stripe or linear pattern. However, 
the Examiner must respectfully disagree. Webster defines stripe as a line or long narrow section 
differing in color or texture. Webster defines linear as composed of simply drawn lines with little 
attempt at pictorial presentation. Applicant illustration of the image is a group of circles in a 
linear patter. Thus the drawing figure 5 of Rasaat is defined by Webster to he a stripe or linear 
pat tern. Further, Rassat includes an exclamation point warning element (1 10) as part of the 
linear pattern. Thus, applicant \s argument is not persuasive and the rejection of claims 1-13, 15- 
21 will he repeated. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M Harrington whose telephone number is 703 308 9295. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Georgia Epps can be reached on 703 308 4883. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703 308 7724 for regular 
communications and 703 308 7724 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703 308 0956. 



Alicia M Harrington 
Examiner 

„ Art Unit 2873 

amh y< 




March 27, 2003 




